Romarics 

Claims 1-12 and 14-21 are pending. 

Claim 1 has been oorrecled in accordance with paragraph 7 of the Office 
Action. "An" has been rennserted in Qaim 1 after having been inadvertently omitted 
in the last claim listing. 

Claims 1-5, 7-1 1, 14-18 and 20 were rejected under Section 103 as t>etng 
ob>nous over Henry (6«681,392}. Claims 6. 12 and 19 were rejected under Section 
1 03 as being obvious over Henry in view of admitted prior art 

. InateHinQ Perioherat Software in Response To Inttjallzatkm Of The Driver Is Not 

An Qbvioiia Modification Of Heniv 
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Claim 1 redtes instaQing peripheral software In response to initialization of the 
device driver on the client computer and then completing installation of the device 
driver. Claim 8 recites reading a description file during installation of a device driver, 
installing the associated software in resp>onse to an installation procedure In the 
description file and then completing installation of the driver. 

Henry discloses a software system running on a sen/er computer Oiat can 
install device drivers and other software on a remote dient computer. The install 
engine determines which sofNvare to install by direct user input or be executing a 
script file. Henry, column 6, lines 29-34. Even if it is assumed that the utilities 
mentioned in Henry are the datmed peripheral software, as asserted by the Office, 
Henry still dees not say anything about installing a udlity in response to inltiaiizing 
tiie device driver. Nevertheless, the Office argues that because Henr/s script file 
"can t>e" used to install a utility in response to Initialization of the driver, it would be 
obvious to modify Henry to perform the claimed installation '*in order to insure 
installation of the driver and its assodated utilities." Office Action, pages 3-4 and 9.^ 

The Office's argument is Insufficient to sustain tfie rejection in two respects. 
Rrst, there is no teaching in Henry that his script file could be used to Install a utility 
In response to Initializir^ the device driver. The Office's finding in this regard is 
speculative. Henry teaches only that his script file indudes a list of software and 
instiuctions to automatically install the software. Henry, column 4. lines 61-65 and 



I The Office does not address Claim limywbm m the Office AGtk>m ThCftmaric50npagcs3-4 of (heOHicc 
Action arc directed to Claim 8. Applicant assumes the Office intended similar r e mari c s for Ctaim I. 
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column 6. tines 29-34. Second, even if it is assumed that Henry's script file could be 
used to install a utility in response to initializing ttie driver, there is no suggestion in 
Henry that his script file should be used to iristall a utility in response to initializing 
the driver. The motivation to modify Henr/ proffered by the Office " in order to 
Insure installation of the driver and its associated utilities'* is a generalized benefit 
that motivates the use of any method for installing any combiriation of software, 
including the script file tistirig and user intervention methods taught Henry. As 
such, someone reading Henry might be motivated to following the teachings of 
Henry to obtain this general benefit, but that hardly means sonrteone would be 
motivated to modify Henry in the specific manner recited in Claim 1 or Claim 8 to 
obtain this t)enefit If the Office*s position is accepted, ttren Henry would render 
obvious any aruj all methods for installlrtg a driver and associated software. 

Finally, the Office seems to suggest that the "response" limitation in Claims 1 
and 8 is met in Henry by signaiir^ the driver that the installation is a remote 
installation and tinat any Initialization requiring user intervention must t>e suppressed. 
Office Action, page 3, citing Henry, column 5, lines 44-58. Applicants fB\\ to see the 
relevance of this passage in Henry to the dalm limitations. Notiiing in this passage 
of Henry <or anything else in Henry) suggests reading the script file in response to 
initialization of the driver. The facX that Henr/s installation software nrught signal the 
driver to suppress processes requiring user tnten/ention says nothing at>out reading 
the script file in response to driver initialization. 

Henry Does Not Teach The Sequence Of imrokina The Drive r, InstalilnQ The 
Associated Software. And Then Compietina ins tallation Of The Driver 

Claim 1 recites invoking the device driver, installing the associated software in 
response to Initializing the driver, and then complefing installation of the driver. 
Claim 8 recites reading a description file during installation of a device driver, 
installing tiie associated software in response to an installation procedure in the 
description file and then completing installation of tt^ driver. Applicant 
acknowledges that Henry teaches the complete installation of a driver without 
rebooting the client computer, as noted by the Office at page 4 of the Office Action. 
Henry, however, does not teach the sequence of steps recited in Claim 1 or Claim 8. 
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There is no indication in Henry when a utility related to a driver is installed - before, 
during or after the driver }s installed. 

Specifically with regard to Claim 8, there is notNng in Heniy that even 
remotely suggests reading, during installation of the driver, a description file that 
Includes Installa^on instructions for a utility. instalGng the utility in response to those 
installation instructions and then completing installation of tiie 6ft>fer Henry's 
disclosure of a script file, standard operating system function calls, and values in a 
remote registry cited by the Office suggest nothing about the timing or trigger fK^ 
installing any driver and utility that may t>8 listed In ttie script file, other than the fact 
that they are both installed if tiiey are both listed In flie script file. Absent some 
teaching or suggestion to the contrary, it is only reasonable to assume that eac^ 
such Item of programming is installed independent of ttie installation of any other 
item. Certatrily, there is nothing in Henry's description of a script file, standard 
operating system^ function calls, and values in a remote registry that suggests the 
installation of a driver occurs first, triggers the iristallation of a utility, the driver 
installation is then interrupted while flie utility is installed, ar^l then completed only 
after the utility is installed. 

For all of these reasons. Claims 1 and 8 are felt to distinguish patentably over 
Henry. Claim 14 is a system counterpart to tiie method of Claim 8* The computer 
medium of Claim 21 contains similar limitations. For some or all of these same 
reasons, therefore. Claims 14 arul 21 also distinguish over Henry. Claims 2-7, 9-12 
and 15-20 are also felt to distinguish over Henry (or Henry and APA) due to their 
dependence on Claims 1. 8 and 14, respectively. 

Further with regard to Claim 2, which adds to the method of Claim 1 the steps 
of reading a description file that includes a name of the associated software arKj an 
installation procedure and Installing tiie associated software according to tiie 
installation procedure, as discussed at>ove specifically for Claim 8, Henry does not 
teach these additional limitations. 

Furttier witi> regard to Qaims 4 and 10. which add the step of modifying the 
driver to read the description file, tiie Office cites to Henry's script commands and 
suppression of user intervention during Initialization as teaching this additional 
limitation. The Offioe fails to explain, however, how these features in Henry having 
anything relevance at all to modifying the driver to read the descr4)tk)n file during 
initialization. If fact these features have no relevance to the limitation added in 
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Claims 4 and 1 0. it is intmsting to note tte Office tas taken the position ttiat 
Henry's script file is the daimed description file. Yet the Office feils to show any 
teaching in Henry that a device driver reads the script file during initiaBzation 
generally, and more specifically, that the device driver is modified to read the script 
file during initialization. For this additional reason, Qalms 4 and 10 distinguish 
patentably over Herwy. 

Claim 21 is directed to a computer readabto medium havir^ programming 
thereon that includes a driver for the peripheral, software for the peripheral designed 
to accompany the driver, and an installation description file configured to identify the 
software and the installation method for the software to the driver. The driver is 
configured to read the Installation description file and invoke the Instatlatksn of the 
software according to the installation method. The Office does not address Claim 21 
in the Office Action. For the reasons noted above for Claim 8, Henry does not teach 
or suggest an installation description file configured to identify the software and the 
installation method for the software to tfie drivwor a driver configured to read the 
Installation description file and invoke the installatbn of the software according to the 
installation m6th,od. 

The foregoing is believed to be a complete response to the outstanding Office 

Action. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Steven R. Ormiston 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 35,974 
(208)433-1991 x204 



RESPONSE TO OFRCE ACTION -9- 



Serial No.09/779.1 35 
Docket No.10002364-1 



21 -d 



dse-BO so SI ->»H 



This Page is Inserted by IFW todexiiig aiid Seanniiig 
Operations and is not part of the Official Record 

BEST AVAEiASLE IMAGKS 

Defective imag^ within tbis document are accwateTep«s««te« ^ 
documents submitted by the applicant. 

Defects in the images include but ate not limited to the items checked: 

□ black BORDERS 

□ IM^E CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SIDES 
Q^ADED TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ BLURRED OR ILLEGIBLE TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES , 

□ COLOR OR BLACK AND WHTIE PHOTOGRAPHS 

□ GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 

□ LINES OR MARKS ON ORIGINAL DOCUIVHINT 

□ RE]™RENCE(S)OREXHmmS)SUBMITrED ARE POOR QUALITY 

□ OTHER: ^ ^ 




